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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . Applicant is required to submit references CN 2441 972Y, CN 2436649Y and JP 
7279572A. These references were cited as "X" references by the PCT search authority 
for PCT/CN03/00129, the current application being the national stage application for 
said PCT application. The cited references were not retrievable by the examiner for 
consideration. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: figure 6 contains the reference number (2) that is not in the specification. 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d), or amendment to the 
specification to add the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 
CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be 
notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Objections 

3. Claims 20 and 23 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 
20 recites "...a pipe body lengthen-fixed at each end..." which is believed to be a typo 
and should read "...a pipe body length, fixed at each end..." Claim 23 recites in line 2 
"...the mesh sleeve.14.," the addition of the numeral 14 appears to be a typo. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1 , 2 and 18-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1, 20 and 24 recite a bottom diffusion mesh and one or more twill weave 
meshes. Applicant continues to recite one or more twill weave meshes fixed on an 
outer surface of the bottom diffusion mesh. It appears the one or more twill weave 
meshes are the same but is unclear from the wording of the claim. For examination 
purposes the one or more twill weave meshes are assumed to be the same meshes 
fixed on the surface of the diffusion mesh. 

Claim 20 recites the limitation "the composite metallic filtering mesh" in lines 6-7. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For examination 
purposes the sand control screen is assumed to comprise a mesh sleeve formed of a 
composite metallic filtering mesh. 
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Where applicant acts as his or her own lexicographer to specifically define a term 
of a claim contrary to its ordinary meaning, the written description must clearly redefine 
the claim term and set forth the uncommon definition so as to put one reasonably skilled 
in the art on notice that the applicant intended to so redefine that claim term. Process 
Control Corp. v. HydReclaim Corp., 190 F.3d 1350, 1357, 52 USPQ2d 1029, 1033 (Fed. 
Cir. 1999). The term "meshes" in claims 19, 22 and 25, is assumed to be used by the 
claim to mean "mesh size", while the accepted meaning is "multiple mesh structures." 
The term is indefinite because the specification does not clearly redefine the term. 

Claim 25 recites, "an inner pipe is fixed on the inner side of the inner protective 
shroud". This limitation is present in claim 24 and appears to be a duplicate recitation of 
the same inner pipe of claim 24. It is unclear as this appears to be the same element 
previously recited and is assumed to be the same element as previously recited in claim 
24. 

All other claims are rejected as depending from claims 1 or 20. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Richard et al. 
US 5 61 1 399 or Voll et al. US 5 624 560. 
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Richard teaches a composite metallic filtering mesh, comprising: a bottom 
diffusion mesh (14) and a twill weave mesh (22) fixed on the surface of the bottom 
diffusion mesh (fig. 1, 4, 8). The remainder of the claim is directed to intended use and 
does not further structurally limit the claim. 

Voll teaches a composite metallic filtering mesh, comprising: a bottom diffusion 
mesh (12) and a twill weave mesh (14) fixed on the surface of the bottom diffusion 
mesh (fig. 1, col. 3, lines 13-22). The remainder of the claim is directed to intended use 
and does not further structurally limit the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Richard '399 or Voll '560 in view of Whitlock et.al. US 6 006 829. 

Regarding claim 2, Richard and Voll teach the filtering mesh of claim 1 but do not 
teach the twill weave meshes are two or more layers with an inter-layer diffusion mesh 
between them. Whitlock teaches two or more filter layers (23) with an inter-layer 
diffusion mesh (27) between the layers of the filter layers and an inter-layer diffusion 
mesh fixed on an outer surface of the filter layers (fig. 2, 3, col. 5, lines 28-37). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use the diffusion layers between filter layers to permit edgewise flow of fluid (col. 5, 
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lines 28-37). Having multiple layers of filter material would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art as the feature is present in the prior, it provides a more complete 
filtering of the fluid by trapping additional materials and is only a duplication of parts. 
KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). Mere duplication of 
parts has no patentable significance unless a new and unexpected result is produced, 
In re Harza, 124 USPQ 378 (1960). 

Regarding claim 18, Whitlock further teaches a metal fiber layer (27) is fixed on 
the outer surface of the filter mesh (fig. 2, 3, col. 7, lines 20-25). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the 
metal fiber layer on the outer surface of the filter mesh to allow ready edgewise flow 
characteristics between the outer cage and the outermost layers of filter material (col. 6, 
lines 53-56). Whitlock teaches the layers (27) being dimensioned to allow good 
edgewise flow characteristics (col. 6, lines 53-56) but does not teach the metal fiber 
layer made of metal wires with 0.05-0.3 mm diameter or the thickness of the metal fiber 
being 3-30 mm. The only difference between the claimed invention and the prior art is a 
recitation of relative dimension. [W]here the only difference between the prior art and 
the claims was a recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device 
having the claimed relative dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art 
device, the claimed device was not patentably distinct from the prior art device, Gardner 
v. TEC Systems, Inc., 220 USPQ 777 (1984). 

Regarding claim 19, both Richard and Voll teach the twill weave mesh being 80- 
100 microns (Richard, col. 4, lines 59-67, Voll, fig. 6 and 7), but do not teach the bottom 
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diffusion mesh size and Whitlock does not teach the inter-layer diffusion mesh size. 
The only difference between the claimed invention and the prior art is a recitation of 
relative dimension. [W]here the only difference between the prior art and the claims 
was a recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the 
claimed relative dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art device, the 
claimed device was not patentably distinct from the prior art device, Gardner v. TEC 
Systems, Inc. , 220 USPQ 777 (1 984). 

7. Claims 20-22, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Richard '399 in view of Whitlock '829. 

Regarding claim 20, Richard teaches a sand control screen pipe, composed of: 
a sand control sleeve and a pipe body (10) with through bores (12) and the sand control 
sleeve fixes on the pipe body and completely covers all through bores on the pipe body, 
a connecting mechanism is provided on both ends of the sand control screen pipe, the 
sand control sleeve comprises a mesh sleeve formed of a composite metallic filtering 
mesh, a tubular inner protective shroud (16) with through bores on it's surface, and 
support rings (58), an outer protective shroud (32) is fixed on the surface of the mesh 
sleeve, through bores are opened and distributed on the surface of the outer protective 
shroud, the composite metallic filtering mesh comprises a bottom diffusion mesh (16) 
and a twill weaves mesh (22) fixed on a surface of the bottom diffusion mesh, the mesh 
sleeve is fixed around the outer side of the tubular inner protective shroud, the 
supporting rings being respectively wrapping set and fixed at connections of the outer 
sides of the both ends of the tubular inner protective shroud and ends of the mesh 
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sleeve (fig. 1 , 8). Richard does not teach the twill weave meshes are two or more 
layers with an inter-layer diffusion mesh between them. Whitlock teaches two or more 
filter layers (23) with an inter-layer diffusion mesh (27) between the layers of the filter 
layers and an inter-layer diffusion mesh fixed on an outer surface of the filter layers (fig. 
2, 3, col. 5, lines 28-37). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to use the diffusion layers between filter layers to 
permit edgewise flow of fluid (col. 5, lines 28-37). Having multiple layers of filter 
material would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art as the feature is present in 
the prior, it provides a more complete filtering of the fluid by trapping additional 
materials and is only a duplication of parts. KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 82 
USPQ2d 1385 (2007). Mere duplication of parts has no patentable significance unless 
a new and unexpected result is produced, In re Harza, 124 USPQ 378 (1960). 

Regarding claim 21, Whitlock further teaches a metal fiber layer (27) is fixed on 
the outer surface of the filter mesh (fig. 2, 3, col. 7, lines 20-25). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the 
metal fiber layer on the outer surface of the filter mesh to allow ready edgewise flow 
characteristics between the outer cage and the outermost layers of filter material (col. .6, 
lines 53-56). Whitlock teaches the layers (27) being dimensioned to allow good 
edgewise flow characteristics (col. 6, lines 53-56) but does not teach the metal fiber 
layer made of metal wires with 0.05-0.3 mm diameter or the thickness of the metal fiber 
being 3-30 mm. The only difference between the claimed invention and the prior art is a 
recitation of relative dimension. [W]here the only difference between the prior art and 
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the claims was a recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device 
having the claimed relative dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art 
device, the claimed device was not patentably distinct from the prior art device, Gardner 
v. TEC Systems, Inc., 220 USPQ 777 (1984). 

Regarding claim 22, Richard teaches the twill weave mesh being 80-100 microns 
(col. 4, lines 59-67), but does not teach the bottom diffusion mesh size and Whitlock 
does not teach the inter-layer diffusion mesh size. The only difference between the 
claimed invention and the prior art is a recitation of relative dimension. [W]here the only 
difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of relative dimensions of 
the claimed device and a device having the claimed relative dimensions would not 
perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device was not patentably 
distinct from the prior art device, Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 220 USPQ 777 (1984). 

Regarding claim 24, Richard teaches a sand control screen pipe, comprising: a 
composite metallic filtering mesh, a multi holes base pipe (32), an inner protective 
shroud (16) and a plurality of supporting rings (58) of the inner protective shroud, 
wherein the composite metallic filtering mesh comprises a bottom diffusion mesh (18) 
and a twill weave mesh (22) on the outer surface of the bottom diffusion mesh, the 
composite metallic filtering mesh is fixed on the inner side of the multi holes base pipe 
and completely covers all through holes on the multi holes base pipe, the inner 
protective shroud has petroleum seeping holes, and is fixed on the inner side of the 
composite metallic filtering mesh and completely covers the composite metallic filtering 
mesh, the supporting ring of the inner protective shroud is fixed on both ends of the 



Application/Control Number: Page 10 

10/510,195 

Art Unit: 1797 

inner side of the hole area of the multi holes base pipe, the two ends of the inner 
protective shroud along the axial direction of the multi hole base pipe are fixed 
respectively on the supporting ring, an inner pipe (10) is fixed on the inner side of the 
inner protective shroud (fig. 1). Richard does not teach the twill weave meshes are two 
or more layers with an inter-layer diffusion mesh between them. Whitlock teaches two 
or more filter layers (23) with an inter-layer diffusion mesh (27) between the layers of 
the filter layers and an inter-layer diffusion mesh fixed on an outer surface of the filter 
layers (fig. 2, 3, col. 5, lines 28-37). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to use the diffusion layers between filter 
layers to permit edgewise flow of fluid (col. 5, lines 28-37). Having multiple layers of 
filter material would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art as the feature is present 
in the prior, it provides a more complete filtering of the fluid by trapping additional 
materials and is only a duplication of parts. KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 82 
USPQ2d 1385 (2007). Mere duplication of parts has no patentable significance unless 
a new and unexpected result is produced, In re Harza, 124 USPQ 378 (1960). 

Regarding claim 25, Richard teaches the twill weave mesh being 80-100 microns 
(col. 4, lines 59-67), and parts (28) are set on both ends of the multi holes base pipe 
(fig. 1), what the parts are for is a recitation of intended use and does not further 
structurally limit the claim. Richard does not teach the bottom diffusion mesh size and 
Whitlock does not teach the inter-layer diffusion mesh size. The only difference 
between the claimed invention and the prior art is a recitation of relative dimension. 
[W]here the only difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of 
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relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed relative 
dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device 
was not patentably distinct from the prior art device, Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 220 
USPQ 777 (1984). 

8. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Richard 
'399 in view of Whitlock '829 as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of llfrey et 
al. US 5 858 691. 

Richard further teaches ring hoops are fixed respectively on the outer sides of 
both ends of the mesh sleeve (fig. 1), but neither Richard nor Whitlock teaches two or 
more support blocks, llfrey teaches a sand control screen pipe with a pipe body (501) 
having two ore more supporting blocks (62) provided on an outer surface of the pipe 
body (fig. 2D). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to use the supporting blocks of llfrey because the element 
provide stabilization in the bore (col. 11, lines 59-65). 

Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin Kurtz whose telephone number is 571-272- 
821 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:00am to 
4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Sample can be reached on 571-272-1376. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 



Page 12 



10/510,195 
Art Unit: 1797 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Benjamin Kurtz 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 1797 



1/18/08 



IBKJ 





